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circumstances of the offenses involved. I therefore, allege 
the following facts contained in the numbered paragraphs below - 
to show that: 

a. There is probable cause for belief that DARIEL 
VAiLSRIANO, sidso knovn as the “Hawk”, CHARLES FURMAN, FRANK GUNN, ‘ 
CASEZERINE BIIOWN, alsc Known as Catherine Jones, and an indivxtal 
ALFIE”, and others as yet cnkrows have been and 


are now presentlr ergaged in an illegal gambling business which 


m illegrid gambling business weich involves five or more persons 
und that was a gross revenue of $2,000 in any single day and has 
eer in substantiatly continuous oper tion for 30 days. This 


dllegal gambling business is conducted in violation of the 
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Gonnecticut Public Act 865 {i971} and is thereby in violatior of 
Zection °[955 of Title 18, United States Code. 
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wire co:nmunications concerning oifenses involving vio 


84 stion.s 1955 aria 371, Tatle 18, United States Code. 
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of telephone ca'ls between BELL's residence in New London, Connecticut, 
and VALERIANO's residence in New Haven, Connecticut. 

6. Commencing on or about October 4, 1972, and 
continuing to the present date, a confidential informant (informant 
number 1) furnished the following information t. Sergeant Vincent 
DeRoss, New Haven Police Department: 

Infoxrzmt number 1 stated that he has had personal 
canvercsations rrith DANIEL VALERIANO during October, 1972, and 
@durirg these cumversations, VALERKIANO stated that his numbers 
policy action is doing a business in excess of $25,000 per 
week. 

Tefecrsant number one advised that he is perscnally 
ecominted with the gamblirg operation of DANIEL VALERIANO as 
wet forth hererfter. 

‘Infermant number 1 advised Sergeant Vincent DeRosa 
on (xtober 4, I972, that he had conversations with DANIEL VALERIANO 
gur-ing Septemb2z, 1972, and during these conversations, YALERIANO 
@xi informant ounber 1 that FRANK GUNN, CHARLES FURMAN, CATHERINE 
BROFR, and an iidividual only known as "ALFIE", were coordinators 
of? titis policy cperation and were subordinates of DANIEL VALERIANO. 

Inforzant number 1 advised on November 10, 1972, that 
WALERIANO conetucts this policy operation from his residence at 
58 Dixwell Avenue, New Haven, Connecticut, and utilizes telephone 
mumber 624-8802 at this address to contact his subordinates in this 
gambling operation. Informant number 1 added that VALERIANO told 
him during the latter part of October, 1972, that he wilizes 
this location during the morning hours six cays a week excluding 
Sunday and leaves his residence at 58 Dixweil Avenue, New Haven, 


Connecticnt, at a,prarimately 12:00 PLN. each weekday and proceecs 


here he enters a place 


operation. Intormant number 1 also advised that urirg these 
Cauversatiorns DANTE ‘ IANO admitted he utilizes "flasb paper 
iis Conjunction wit ni policy operation distributes "flast 
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were obstrved parked in the vicinity of 11 Simsbury Street 
Waterburt, Connecticut, scm October leé€ 17 18, 19, 26, 1972, 
and Novermer 2, 3, 19 1972, duricg the aftern xr hours 
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Braun 2nd from conversations with BELL over the past giz years 
up to and including Ncvember 8, 197 BELL has informed him that he 


’ ; auc 


is % coordinator of a policy operation in the New Lopdon, 


Coonecticut area. During this period of time BELL has told 
informant number 3 that he has several runners working for bin 


iss the New London, Connecticut, area and that he, BELL, suppliec 
these runners with "flash paper" to vecord the policy bets and tbat 
he, BELL, subsequently turns this policy intormation in to an 
indivicual, whom BELL did not identify, in New Haven, Connecticut 
sergeant Vincent DeRosa, New Haven Police Department 
Kov Haven, Connecticut, on November 21, 1972, advised that tho 


of teat department revesl the following arrests concerning 
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DANL&L VALERIANO was arrested on September 15, 1948, ‘ 

For koeping icktery tickets and lliag lottery tickets. 

ehase xecorcs Larther revlected that he was fined in iocal 

Court $79.00 s24 $106.00 raspectively. YVALERIsis «eas asrested b 

che Nev lNaven Police Department on Janusyry 5, tox mainteining 

premiscs for the purpose of conducting a lottery, being custodian 

of horse race Sets, and keeping lott tickets. These recovds 


further reticctcd that he appeared in local court and ves fined 
$56,00, $75.00 and $190.00 respectively for these violations 
CHARLES FURMAN was arrested on December 22, 1969, hy 
the New Haven Polace Department for policy ,usaying and on 
February 11, 1970, in Iccal court he was fined $500.00. FURMAN 
was arrested hy the New Haven Police Department on October § 
1971, 2nd Docember 14, 1971, for policy playing. He appeared 
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FREE GUAN was arrested on September 21, 1960, by the 
Hew Hiven Police Department for recording bets, policy playing, and 
keepirg lottery records. He appeared in local court on the above 
vio'htions,, receiving a sentence of thirty days and was fined 
a tctal of $250.00 for these violations. GUNN was arrested by 
the New Hnven Polire Departwent on June 8, 1963, for policy playing, 
and subsecuently anopeared in local court, at which time he was 
fimed $100.00 and 30 days swspesded sentence and placed on 
mrobation for one year. GUNS was arrested on March 10, 1965, by the 
Mew-Haven Police lepartment for policy playing, subsequently appeare 


an local rt, at which time he was fined $200.00 and sentenc 


@Cdays suspended after 10 @ays. GUNN was agaio arrested on aie 
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subsequently appe:med in lowal court, at which time he was fired 
$1,000.00. 
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in gathering sufficient puysical or other evidence to 


all elements of the offenses particularly when 
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Connecticut; and Telephone number 203-805-5288 
subscribed to in the name of Kathryn Jones at 30 
Park Lane, Hamden, Cornecticut. 
BY MR, COFFEY: 
Q I would as you to take the box which you've just 
mentioned and write on it "United States versus Valeriano”. 
A (Iuutcating). 


Q Can you indicate for the record how many tapes 


are contained therein? 

A Thirty-two reels of tape. 

Q And cre they simply stacked on top of ore another, 
or are they individually boun1? 

A Each and every one is individually bound and 


individually sealed. 


MR. COFFEY: All right 

Your Honor, at this time perhaps you could 
ask Agent Connolly to swear to the progress 
report which relates to the second ter iays, the 


last ten Gays of the tap. 


BY THE COUNT: 


( 


Q Hive you read this report referred to by counsel 


progress report consisting of fourteen pages? 


Yes, I have. 


Q And the last sentence thereof says, "On Saturday, 
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January 27th, 1973, at ten p.m. wire interceptions were 
terminated over both telephone facilities". Is that 
correct? 

That is correct. 

Tu all of the information contained herein, 

1 of the information contained herein compiled by you 
as a supervising Special Agent in respect to this particu- 
lar eleztronic surveillance? 

that is correct. 
the statements contained herein are 
true, to the best of your knowledge and belief? 
That is correct. 
THE COURT: PA Do you want to sign 
please? 
(Document executed by Special Agent Conneliy) 
3 also here contained returm: in the 
matter of the application of the United States for an 
order authorizing the interception of wire communications, 


ra read this, Agent Connolly? 


Yes, I have. 


AJl of the statements contained herein are true, 


to the best of your knowledge end belief? 
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THE COURT: All right. If you will sign 
this, please. 

(Document executed by Special Agent Connolly) 

THE COURT: And so that these may be 
subscribed and sworn to as the law requires, I 
would ask that in respect to the return which 
you just sigmed and the progress report of 
electroric surveillance which you just signed, 
if you will raise your right hand. 

{Whereuyon, the oath was administered to 
Special Agent Connolly by the Court.) 

THE WITNESS: I do. 

THE COURT: Very well. 

MR. COFFEY: Your Honor, as I previously 
indicated, we will go to Judge Murphy, inform him 
of the procedure we conducted here this morning 
with respect to inventories and other statutory 
requirements by the Government. That will be done 
by us through Judge Murphy, be he here or out in 
Arizona. 

THE COURT: For the record, I think it should 
be noted that before proceeding with this hearing 


the Court called Judge Murphy by telephone and 


verified the fact that beceuse of weather 
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conditions he had been snowed in at home, so 
that he was unable to be at the Courthouse to 
perform his usual official duties and agreed 
orally that the Court sitting here in Hartford 
should receive this progress report as of today 
and shoulc also accept the return of the Govern- 
ment as of today and seal the original tapes as 
submitted to the Court. 

It was represented to him that counsel for 

Government would, within the next ---- 

MR, COFFEY: Several days. 

THE COURT: --within the next two days? 

MR. COFFEY: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: -- contact him and request his 
further official approval over the procedures 
followed here today as the original Judge who 
had ordered the surveillance. 

MR. COFFZY: Your Honor, I would request 
that the stenographic notes and the progress 
report and the return be sealed in an envelope 
whicn says United States versus Valeriano on it 
and however in the Court's discretion it feels 


4t should be done, that said documen-s be 


transferred to Judge Murphy so that he will keep 
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on fise all the papers. 

He already has, of course, all the intercep- 
tion applications and orders. We will be seeing 
him later this week, but perhaps since the tapes 
belong to the Court and the documents belong to 
the Court and not to the Government - with 
respect to the papers: the five-day report, the 
progress report and the return, that they be given 
perhaps to the Clerk and then a sealed envelope 
be transferred to Judge Murphy; 

with respect to the tapes, it has been the 
practice in the past, your Honor, that the Court 
give the sealed tapes back to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation for their custody, with an oral 
direction by your Honor that said tapes will be 
kept in an appropriate safe until such time as 
the Court orders that the box and the tapes be 
unsealed. And we are prepare. to take custody 
of those tapes and put them in a safe, 

I think the documents should go tc Judge 
Murphy, however. 

THE COURT: Very well. 


Tne request, or motion is granted. An 


order may be entered in accordance with counsel's 


Appendix V 
H 36 10 


suggestion or motion. 

Should there be a receipt signed by whoever 
is going to handle these? 

MR. COFFEY: Your Honor, the receipt in the 
past has been the fact that the Court has, in 
its seal, writte, across both the seal and the box 
and that would protect from any reopening; 

and the Court's direction, of course, to 
myself as an ofvicer of the Court, as an officer 
having custody of the said tape recordings, that 
they will be kept in an appropriate place and 
the seal will not be broken. 

To my recollection, that is how we have 
done it in the past. 

THE COURT: Very well. 

Are you going to prepare any written order 
to accompany this? It seems to me we did in 
the last one, so there would be something in the 
file. 

MR. COFFEY: A sealing order, your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes, I think there was a 
sealing order and I think it was filed authorizing 


the FBI to hold the evidence in its Evidence Room 


under their evidence lock. 
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MR. COFFEY: All right. 

THE COURT: It seems to me that was done 
by Mr. Margolis on the last one I had. 

MR. COFFEY: I will prepare such an order, 
your Honor. 

THE COURT: Also that the particular docu- 
ments that you have recited nere - the returm 
and the final progress report - should be ordered 
sealed together with the minutes of the steno- 
grapher. 

MR, COFFEY: What I would recommend then, 
your Honor, is that these two documents and the 
notes should await my preparation of an order 
at which time they can all be sealed in an 
envelope and sent to Judge Murphy. 

THE COURT: You can do that this afternoon, 

MR. COFFEY: Yes. 

THS COURT: A very brief matter. 

MR, COFFEY: Right. 

THE COURT: Nothing further at this time? 

MR. COFFEY: Thank you, your Honor. 


THE COURT: Hearing is concluded. 


* * * 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 


ones a oe 6 Oo @ @ @ @ em & x 
IN Ri: APPLICATION OF THE 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA FOR 
ORDER AUTHORIZING INTERCEP- 

TION OF WIRE COMMUNICATIONS 

Rae «Se oe 6 es eo eS ww ee x 


I hereby certify that the foregoing is 
a true and correct transcript of my stenographic 
notes in the above-entitled cause taken on 


January 29, 1973. 


DATED: JUNE 26, 1974. Official Court Reporter 
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MR. COFPEY: Your Honor, I should 


point out that with me this morning is Special Agent 
Raymond Connolly who is an agent with the FBI. This 
concerns a service of inventory under Section 2518 of 
Titie 16 on a Title 3 wiretap which Judge Murphy 
auchorized on January 15th of this year. 

e tap was oc an individual by the 
name of Daniel Valeriano and other individuals engaged 
in numbers-bookmaking operation. Tha 90-day period 
in which inventory has to ba served under the statute 
suns out tomorrow. 

ZI contacted Judge Murphy's office 


vecause the statute says that the judge who authorized 


the interception has to order the service of inventory; 
hsvever, Jvdg2 Merphy is on vacation in Mexico anc his 
Etic2 does not knew exactiy where he is and I think 
quite clearly the statute, aichough it does not provide 
explictedly, Congrese must have intended and we fesl 
it did intend that if the judge for any reason is 
unavailable then any other judge in the District cc:ld 
aliow fox service of inventory or any extension. 

What I would like to do this morning 
is p.ace Mr. Connoily under oath. He is the case 


agent in this case. He conducted and supervised the 
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interception between January 17th and January 27th, 
and after which I would like to have Mr. Connolly say 
what steps he haz taken to identify the participants 


and why we need the 30-day extension of service of 


anventozy. i would request the Court to place 


Mr. Connoliy under oath. 
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RAYMOND CONNOLLY, called as a witness, 
having been first duly sworn by Gerald Gale, was examined 
and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. CCFTEY: 

Q Agent Connolly, you are the case agent on the 


interception of Daniel Valeriano between the 17th and the 27th of 
r 


January, is that correct? 


A Yes. 

0 Pollowing the termination of interception on January 
27th, what steps did you take to determine what individuals have 
bean monitored but not identified originally on the wiretap? 


A short time after the intercepts were terminated, 


the tapes were given to a stenographer and she typed these up 


which tock approximately six weeks to get the completed tapes. 


After this they were analyzed in an effort to determine the 
identity of the other individuals involved in this gamrling 
operation. 

Q Did there come a time when you made a subsequent 
application to the Federal Bureau of Investigation in Washington 


for a follow-up wiratap? 


A. Theat is correct. 
Q For whom did you apply for that particular wiretap? 
A We 4pp..ed for two telenhone numbers, ore listed to 


Ets GALE & RUSSELL 


205 C HLi2Ch STREET 


\dola and the other listed to a Michael Celentano. 


~ 
“ 


intercept 
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Was an individual intercepted on the first wire 


the name of Alfie? 


as Alfie using? 


tw 
a 
~ 
» 
c? 
“< 
a 
6 
© 


whet teLephone 


' ce ser 4 e 5 | = - Th a +, / ; 
He was using thé colephone subscribed to Dy ora 


No, ha hes not teen identitied. 


jere the other individuals who were bookmaaing cr 


‘hay have all been identified except for Alfie. 


vla Celentano definitely identified? 
ie was icgentified. The intercept reflected that a 
susing gambling operations with Valeriano and the 


resiaenca was subscribed to by Michael Celentano. 


thik was the purpose of requesting an interceptior 


hmendele phons being used by Alfie? 


he infermation darived from the first telephone 


From Valerieao's resident indicates that Alfie is 


: controller in this gambling operation. 
Are there any investigative technic«ues which were 


you of are presently available to you to identify 


‘he numbers oparation with Mr. Valeriano identified 
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Alfie in this bookmaking Operation except for wire intercepts? 


“a 


A No, it is not, 


Q What happened to your application to the Pederal 


Bureau of Investigation in Washington? 

mm , A. Weii, it was forwarded to the Pederal Bureau of 
investigation in bashington, approximately two weeks ago, and 
c1sy returned it edvizing they did not feel that there was 
sufficient probable cuuse at this time to go on those two 
+ pe: ticular siumbers, 

ra rf they had approved of the application two weeks 

&go, wnat was your intent with respect to applying to the Court 


for wire intarcept at that time? 


kh The purpose . auld be to request of the Court on 


fs 


those two telephone numbers, one used by Alfie and one used by 


Michiel Celentano. 


Q befc~we the inventory was due on this particular 
: MACTeL? 
A, That is correc:, 
Q DO you know what was the reaction by the Criminal 


Division of the Depzrtment of Justice concey'ning your application? 


Have you oaen infosmac? 


A. i have baan inforrsd by Mr. Coffey that the Depar+- 


Mens <@@.3 that there is sufficient probable cause in the Affidavit 


to proceed on one of the two numbers requested, that being the 


. SANDERS se = & RUSSELL 
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one used by Alfie. 
MR. COFFEY: I should point out at 
this time, your Honor, there is a conflict in the 
Department. They have some legal advisors in the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation who advise the FBI 
agents whether or not there is probabie cause. If 
they feel there is at that time the Director, in this 


case the acting Director of the FBI, sends a memo 


to the Criminal Division requesting an application. 


The Criminal Division cannot act until they receive, 
that memorandum. I've been advised by the Special 
Operstions Unit of the Organized Crime Section that 
in their opinion there is probable cause to go on 
Alfie on the Amendola phone; however, even though 
we feei there is probable cause we can't act unless 
the acting Director gives us a memorandum, we can't 
get one from the acting Director at this time. As 
a result we can't go any further -- 

THE COURT: Whose rule is that? 

MR. COFFEY: It is the Bureau's rule, 
Apparentay at the time this policy was set up, I 
have no first-hand knowledge of it, but as I under-| 
stand it we will not go forward unless the FBI makes 


a formal request as to the application. 


S GALE @ RUSSELL 
: 'eoar “tes 
BOL CHURCH STREET 


NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT | 
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: : I hope I'm not misstating the police 
because I didn't help make it and I have never been 
really -- 

TEE COURT: You mean you have a 
situation where tha Organized Crime Division believes 
that they have sufficient grounds to apply to the 
judge for a wiretap? 

MR. COFFEY: That's correct. 

THE COURT: But they are not doing 
So because the FBI doesn't agree with that legal 
assessment? 

° MR. COFFEY: In effect, that's shat 
r nave been informed, your Honor, and the reason is 
that that sending the papers to the Attovney General's 
Office is a formai application by the acting Director 
under his signaturs requesting that the application 
be mace, with the first step formally in the ap- 
plication procedure is to request from the Bureau, 


0 I sent the application preliminarily to get the 


bail rolling but the first step is a notification 
by the PRI, 

They don't feel that right now there is 
enoug” probable cause to indicatsa that Alfie is 


using this phone at this th That is the kicker. 
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We feel -- 

THE COURT: The "they" in that 
sentence is the FBI? 

MR. COFFEY: Yes. This has never 
happened before. It's completely unexpected. We 
are trying to resolve the problem, as I think you 


can imagine, right now. We had hoped to be cn the 


follow-up wire interception prior to the 90-day 


period. That's one of the reasons why we find our- 
selves in a situation right now. That obviously 

we are not going to get the approval by tomorrow 

and as the Court is probably aware, a willful failure 
to file the inventory without an extension would 
completely nullify our first interception and I 
don't want that to happen, so there is only two ways 
we can go. 

We can get an extension until such time as 
we can work out the differance of opinion in tha 
Department or file the actual inventory. 

THE COUPT: Is there any continuing 
investigation going on to buttress the probable 
cause? 

MR. COFFEY: Yes, your Honor. Let me 


teia you where we are right now. If there are any 


; , q Appendix ‘II 10 
questions from Mr. Connolly, if I state anything 
incorrectly he cen correct me. There's oniy one 
informant in this case and thet informant has ‘tated 
chat ho knows the -peration is continuing anu it 

hae bsen stated to him by Mr. Valeriano that the 
Operation ia the same and the participants are the 
Same 25 Dack in Canuary at the time that we inter- 
ceptec Alfie and Valieriano and the other individuals 
actually on the wire. 

The informant cannot state that he 
knows Alfie is using a particular telephone facility, 
the one that we want to get on. 

The best he can do is to say as to 
Valeriane, the operation is the same. The informant 
can state that Alfie is in the operation and is in 
fact helping to conduct the operation but he can't 
say what facility. 

The Sureau apparently feels that 
although that's probabls cause that Alfie is s:il) 
in the operation, it'¢ not probable cause chat he 
is using the facility that we want the wiretap. 

I feel and the Department feels that 
Af in fact we definitely identify Alfie as using 


this ‘aciiity and we definitely identify it right 
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now, the operation is still in existence and the 
chief operator of that operation at the level we 
are at right now stites that the operation is still 
the same and that the participants are still the 
same, then at iesst there’s at least probable cause 
boliieve that <nhe facility is still the same. 
You are not asking ne 
there is probable cause? 
COPFEY: No. 
Por a tap on that line? 
No, but that s where 
the FBi and the Department cf Justice vary. 
THE COURT: i vant to understand. 
any current invescigation, a purpose of 
to make it more certaia 
42 using that iine: in other words, 
gather evidence or 
cesoivea wnat is essentially a bureaucratic 
agreemant? 
MR. COE : It's a little bit of 


uf 


We have to get the evidence to resolve the 


mreaccratic hassie. At the time we sent our ap- 


plicetion down to the Departmant, the latter infor- 


mitio, I toid yo: about, the informant's, that 


v 
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ifie was still in the operation, was not contained | 


therein. We got that by going out and speaking to 


the informant after this disagreement -- 


THE COURT: That’s been done? 
MR. COFFEY: That has been done. 
THE COURT: Is there anything 


currently happening designed to add to the probable | 
cause? 

MR. COFFEY: I would like to ask 
Mr. Connoily if he can answer that. 


BY MR. COFFE%: 


a What is being done in addition to that or what can 
be done? 
A This informant is stili in daily contact with the 


opsretion anc he is in contact with these people. He has known 
Alfie for an extended period cf tima but he does not know whet 


ie is using and he calis him each and every day. Alfie 


rh 


phone Ai 
c2ils into the informant at which time the informant relays all 
the numbers to Alfie but Alfie has never indicated to the 
informant the location of this particular phone. 

We have been in contact with the informant and he 
is making efforts at this time to determine this phone. I don't 


know whether -- the location of this particular phone. I don't 


know wnether he will be successful or not. 


25 CHUPCH STREET 
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Is this a local operation in which the phone calls 
informant to Alfie or from Alfie to Val+riano are 
| 


11 call records? 


the calls from Alfie to the informant are not toll 


from Alfie to Valeriano be a toll 


who would testify before this 


the Grand Jury that they know Alfie is using this 


- I know of at this time. 
your surveillance indicate or has surveillance 
this residence where the facility is 
This residence is a one-story ranch style type home 
and the occupants of it are Mr. and Mrs. Amendola. We still have 
no knowledge as to the identify of Alfie. There is speculation 
that :* could be Mr. Amendola but we don't know. 
Do you know who Alfie is? 


No, I do not. 


The continuing investigation, 


at least a part of it, is apparently to see if the 
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A 23 
informant can identify what line Alfie is using; is 
that right? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct,yes. 

THE COURT: Is it also part of 
that investigation to see if the informant can 
determine whether or not Alfie uses the phone you 
wish to intercept? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct. 

THE COURT: You want a 30-day 
extension of the service -- 

MR. COFFEY: Yes, your Honor. I 
should also point out that later there is no problem 
in the court proceeding where these minutes may be 
made available to the defense. The Organized Crime 
Section has not made a formal decision to go ahead 
because there has been no memo so when 2 say that 
the Organized Crime Section has approved this, what 
I mean is that the Special Operations Unit, which 
has several attorneys, who do nothing but who 
handle these things for probable cause, that I have 
been informed by one of them, John Burg, that he is 
handling this one, that it has probable cause in his 


cpinion. It is his recommendation to his superiors 


out of that unit that it be accepted but, of course, 
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urther steps taken until the 

the FBI. 

COURT: Anything else? 

COFFEY: No, your Honor. I would 
request in any event, however, the Court resolve 
our request that the minutes of the Court Stenogragher 
be sealed; all these proceedings be p)aced in an 
envelope and possible transferred to Judge Murphy 


at the time he returns because I intend hopefully 


to have any future proceedings before Judge Murphy 


to keep it consistent with how we originally started 


che Court proceedings. 

THE COURT: Your application under 
Titie 18, Section 2518 

MR. COFFEY: 8D. 

THE COURT: 8D, can be made to a 
judge of competent jurisdiction, and while I agree 
with you, it would normally be preferable to be 
issued by the judge, the circumstances you state 
would justify your presenting it to any other judge 
of this District Court. 

As far as the requirement of good cause, 
the eviljence presented here of the type of continuing 


investigation and its purpose, I find is sufficient 
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to justify a 30-day Gelay in the service of the 


inventory. 


Po Frankly, I am doubtful that difficultias 


within the Department in resclving who has the 
authscity would warrant such a delay but since the 
investigation is continuing and it is a purpose -- 
and a purposs of it is to add tc the indications 

you already have that this Alfie is using the line 
you went to tap, that is sufficient to delay service, 
but i thiak the Department ought not to be in the 


position of seeking extension of time limits because 


0 
rh 
vs 
c? 
i) 
g 
| 
™ 


nabliity to reach a decision if your 
investigation ware completed, which apparently it's 
no*® in this case, 

The statute seems to make it clear that 


RG ©~S30 Cit.2 3 applications are to be made by 


the Attowney General or on the approval of the 


Actorcney General or hig authocized Assistant Attorney 


Garsral and doesn't seem to require the concurrence 


cf the Fry : 
Sc for the reasons I have stated I 

wil. groent your request for a 30-day extension for : 
j 


service of the inventory. 


Mi, COFFEY: Thank you. 
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THE COURT: The minutes may be sealed 
as requested, 
(Whereupon, the hearing was 


adjour 3d.) 
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MR, COFFEY: Good morming, Your Honor. 


rT 


Your Honor, I state for the record that with me is 
Agent Raymond Connolly of the Par. 


The purpose of our being in front of you this 


morning is, first, to inform Your Honor of events 

which have taken place since this Cov in 
Arizona with respect t uur previous pplication 
which this Court granted on Daniel Valeriar The 90 day 
service period notice which is required under 

Section 2518 (a) (d) of Title 18 was due on a wiretap 
2uthorized by this Court on April 26, 1973. At that 
time, this Court was sitting in Arizona or on vacation. 

I don't recall which. But in any event, we went to 


Judge Newman and Judge Newnan authorized an extension 
of that inventory under Section 2513 for 30 days wtil 


>? Se ehtak T tal 4 _ +h 4 4 Anaw 
BY <> whaen 18, 1 célieve, this Friday 


that we are going to apply at this time for two ratters -- 
for two ttems, one of which is a pen register device, 

ana second of which is an extensinor of tne service of 
27 snventory for +5 dayz to enable us to use the results 
f tue pen register 38 nrobable cause for a subsequent 
Wiretap on &n indgividual by the name of Alfie. 


22 i ehould apprise the Court, first of ait, 


nr 


24 


29 
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with respect to the services of inventory, Section 2518 


| 

| 
(a)(a4) does authorize this Court in its discretion to 

delay services of inventory for reasonable purposes; | 

and Agent Connolly's affidavit, I think, will show | 

that the purpose of the delay is continuing en ee ee | 

With respect to a pen register device, & pa | 

register device is not an interceptive device in the 

meaning of Title 3, and the authority I have for this is | 
United States vs. Focario, which is a District Court 

in Maryland case decided in 1972. I have the cite here. 
It's 340 F. Suir. 1033, which affirmed under the name 


of United States vs. Giordano by the Fourth Circuit 


{HE COURT: Have you got that citation? 
as 


THE CLERK: I have the C.L.R. cite. [I believ 
the C.L.R. cite is 12 C.L.R. 2004. | 
MR, COFFEY: I do believe it is reported | 
and I can probably get the -- | 
HE COURT: What 1s the District Court? | 
MA, COFFEY: 340 F. Supp. 1033. I might | 
point out, Your Honor, that the Giordano case is very | 


famous, it ie now before the United States Supreme court, 


throughout the wiretaps because of the authorization | 
procedures. However, this Circuit has affirmed that 


procedure. However, the lower Court case dealt, among 
| 
| 
| 
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other things, with the pen register question and 


stated that the only requirement is that it be normal 
probable cause requirementea like any search. 

I have here an application by me which I 
should sign in the Court's presence, seeking the pen 
register device and Agent Connolly has an affidavit, 
and I would ask the Court to put Mr. Connolly under 
oath so if the Court has any additional questions 
concerning the probable cause for the pen register, 
it can do so. JI also have a prepared order, Your Honor, 
which would authorize the use cf this pen register 

which directs the Southern New England | 

Company to provide whatever technical 

is required to the FBI for this procedure. 
-.1, wait until I read 


rig 
i 


+ 
AZNie . 


HE COURT: is the crime of pool selling 


in Connecticut? Js that somethine like running a lottery? 
| 


You say that the New Haven Police record indicates that 


Seluntano was arrested in 1%58 on the charge 


inderstanding, 
Your Honor, his used for the selling of 


daily lottery tickets. 


™ 


@ 


A bl 
Resend! 
THE COURT: And is it a crime Pex lout | 


also for the player to be in violation of the law on 


“~~ 
een 


policy players? 7 

AGENT CONNOLLY: It is my understanding it | 
4s, Your Honor. | 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Connolly, will | 
you sign it and do you swear that the affidavit is the | 
truth to the best of your knowledge and belief? 

AGENT CONNOLLY: [I do. 

THE COURT: All right. I have signed both 
orders. 

MR. COPFEY: Your Honor, may I request that 
the notice of the pen register search be made at the 
same time that service of inventory has been delayed, 
that is, 45 days to the signing of this order. My 
request is based on my belief that if the Court were 
to require a shorter service of the notice of the us* 
of the pen register, it would take from underneath us 
the whole purpose of obtaining the pen register and | 


that is to establish probable cause that this particular) 


' 
phone used by Alfie is still in use with him at this 
| 
time, so we can apply within 45 days to the Court if 


the pen register is successful for a agubsequent wiretap. | 


THE COURT: Well, that is agreeable to me, but 


| 
what is the beginning date of the pen register apparatus P 


i] 
' 
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the date that Judge Newman granted or is it 


to start és of today because then it will be 


-onger than the 45 days you ask for? 


MR. COFFEY: Well, I would ask Agent Connolly. | 


‘ould state that the pen register starts 
not occurred to me. I was thinking 

day period beginning today. I would like to 
ask Agent Connolly if he believes that. 

THE COURT: I think it's best that they ali 
are co. rdinated 80 that they b:.in and end on the 

ame time. 

AGENT CONNOLLY: I would think sc. 

MR. COPFEY: I might point out t- the Court 
the reason I ask for 45 days is to give us 15 days 
on top of the norml 30 day extension. 

THE COURT: Do you want time to run from 

the extension or from the date of the expiration 


the extension that Judge Newman gave? 

MR. COFFEY: I would request, if the Court 
would permit it, that the 45 day period run from the 
end os the expiration of the pen register -- use of 


che pen register. 


TYE COURT: That's for the filing of the 


COFFEY: As well. 


=e 
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THE COURT: As well as the use of the pen 


register. 

VR. COFFEY: Yes, Your Honor. 

_ COURT: So that in reality, if you start 
today, 1t is a little bit more thin 4S dayc. 

MR. COFFEY: Yes, Your Honor. I don't 
anticipate we will take the whole 15 days, and I will 
inform the Court we will make a retim to the Court 
probably within a week of the use of what results 
we have with the pen register. 

THE COURT: I'm wondering now, do the orders 
now proviae for that time as you explained it? 


WR. COFFEY: The order eimply provides 


chat *he pen register will te .minate the end of 15 days. | 


Tt does not provide -- 
THE COURT: So it will be 15 days from today, 
MR. COPFEY: That is correct, Your Honor. 


THE COURT: Very well. All right. 


MR, COFFEY: I would request, Your Honor, that 


the stenographic notes and ali the orders in this case 
be sealed except for one copy of a signed order to be 
given to Agent Connolly to present to the Southern 

New England Telephone Company 5° they will provide the 


assistance necessary. 


ME COURT: So ordered. 
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MR. COFFEY: I would also recommend to the 


Court that it inquire or have me inquire what should be 


done with respect to the sealed extension and the 


stenographic notes of the application that we had 


n 


before Judg: Newman which he indicated -- 

THE COURT: Wny not keep them all together 
and give it to me and I will keep them with the other 
papers. 

MR. COFFEY: But I don't know whether I 
should do that since they are now in the custody of 
the Court. I would recommend that Your Honor get in 

, touch with Judge Newman and have it transferred to you. | 

THE COURT: I think you can de it just as out 


} 
Ack him if he wants to erifr it, ne can call me. 


rn 


MR. COFFEY: All right. 

THE COURT: This blank in the order about -- 
I forget the name of it. 

“MR. COFFEY: I don't think it's necessary, 


Your Honor. I drafted that order up, but I should know -- 
ve normilly, we simply have it on the record that all papers 
3 

. be sealed and that's sufficient, and kept in the cust ody | 


23 


of this Court i. til further order of this Court. 
| 
THE COURT: Why can't I fill in the blank and | 


say "“fhis case --" 


t MR. COFFEY: Well, United States vs. Valeriano, 


n 
7 
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should do it, Your Honor. That way we will know what 


we are talking about. 

THE COURT: Do you want to spell it again 
for me? 

MR. COFFEY: V-a-l-e-r-i-a-n-o. 


TRE COURT: Very well. 


MR. COFPEY: Thank you, Your Honor. 


10 
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I hereby certify that the within and foregoing 
is a true and complete transcript of the stenographic 


notes taken Dy me on My 22, 1973 at the United States 


Thomas F. Murphy, United States District Judge. 


Dated this 26th day of July 1974 at New Haven, 


Connecticut. 


iy 


Tacs tutes i) x a APPENDIX IX 
ar eiititeds Diu eS Mepartinent of Justice aia si Dela 
y 67 
orur seven 266 en vary Sone 4 oes acini ° a 
PLC: pa UNITED SYATES ATTORNEY 
Distuicr or Ceoxnecticeor 
430 SfaIN STMrcer 
ILAKIFORD, CONN} ‘CTICUT UG1045 
July 10, 1973 
: STERED MAIL 
TURY RECSIST REQUESTED 
N 12: Caniel Yaleriano Cheries Furman 
2S Dixwell Avenue 30 Sark Lane 
New Haven, Conn. Apt. 404 
Hamden, Cecnn. 
-3therine Jones 
»2 Park Lane Michael J. Celentano 
4st. 404 3 Mosevelt Street 
exden, Conn, New Haven, Conn. 
ank Guan 
Vix street 
west Haven, Co 
22: Avplication of the United States of America in the 
‘atter OF an Order Au horizing the {nterceotion of 
Aire Communications 
2 a 
Inventory 
Please be advised thar On January 15, 19735 the Honc rable 
i r. Murpny, United States District Judge for the District 
oF Connecticut, signed an Order authorizing the interception 
OF wir2 cor munications, which Order authorized said interceptions 
"Or @ fifteen-day perios. 
~ 


During the period between January 17, 1973 and Ja 
7, 1973 certain wire communications made by ‘you over telep 
umbers 203-865-5288 ard 203-624-8802 were intercepted by ac 


“nitec States Code, Sections 1955 and e270 


— 


one 
gents 


1@ United States of America, acting Pursuant to said Court 
Crder. The violations specified in the above Order were Title 18, 


Very truly yours, 


Organiz 


Hartf rd, 


E 


> y “ 
o “s ‘ 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT CouaT Appendix IX ¢3 
. 

DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT ea 
1-5 be 
1N RE APPLICATION OF THE : | ; Ff 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ms $ 
IN THE MATTER OF AN ORDER | .? 
AUTHORIZING THE INTERCEPTION . 
OF WIRE COMMUNICATIONS Pe: 


ORDER 


| 
iT is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that on or before | 
| 
July 16, 1973 Paul E. Coffey, Special Attornsy, United States Department 

| 


of Justice, shall cause the service of inventory required by Title 18, United = 
rs 
Stetes Code, Section 2518(8)(d), to be made upon a 
PA 
: : ‘ ; : ¥ 
Daniel Vaieriano Charles Furman Michael J. Celentano. -£ 
5& Dixwell Avene 30 Park Lane 3 Roosevelt Street | 


New Haven, Conn, Apt. 404 = : New Haven, Conn,SF 
Hemden, Conn. eo pees 
Catherine Jones Frank Gunn ah 
30 Park Lane 47 Dix Street + 
Apt. 404 West Haven, Conn. ia 24 Ps 
Hamden, Conn. ne fo ae * Gtetveme FST "a faee Soe 
= one: Se «+ ee 
, ‘ sk i A nes : a ene 
by depositing copies of said inventory, postage prepaid, in the United States: -: a 
- ce 
- &> 
+52 | 
Mail, Registered Mail, Return Receipt Requested, and directed to each of x. 3%] 
£- Ee 
the aforesaid persons at his or her current address. ad SA 
¢ Ps a a . Cee | 
it is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that Paul E. Coffey 7 eG 
7 
shall file the original of said inventory with the Court on July 16, 1973 ee 
. g “ih « 4 
and that he shall file on or about August 16, 1973 all of the Return Receipt = |<- bs 
“le . e.6 Sewn ~ 3) 
Requests relating to each recipient of notice. oe a 
i= 
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r more persons, and one 
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o valid search warrant based on an affidavit which contains 


= 


information supplied to the police by an uridentified in- 
formant unless the affidavit states "some of the underlying 


circumstances From which th. officer concluded that the in- 


" formant . . . was credible or his information reliable.'" 
Aguilar v. Texas, 37u U.S. 108, 114 (1954). See also 
Spinelli v. United States, 393 U.S. 410 (1969); United States 
aa v. Canestri, 518 F.2d 269 (2 Cir. 1975). In the instant case, 


the affidavit recites that the "information provided by In- 


formant Number One has been substantiated and found on each 

| occasion to be ; urate and reliable", that Informant Number 
Two "has provided reliable information in the past to Ser- 
geart DeRosa, which i mation has resulted in three arrests 
o ita Pep ee a <" ¢ Iirformant 

V ti B< sing matters , iat informant 
Number ! ‘in the pest has provided reliable information 
es c as bec nf by independent investigation 


consisting o£ survCillances, analysis of telephone toll calls 


ané other investigative techniques.'' These recitals are 
sufficient to gs tne trustworthiness of the informants 
— | 
! to justify reliance on their statements. United States 
re Sultan, 463 F.2d 1066, 1068-1069 (2 Cir. 1972); United 
tates v. Dunnings, 42 ° 83S, 839 (2 C av.” ) -OGte. 
ac ‘ ) De OC2 (197 de 
5 2. the « nt , that Arent 
C did not personally receive the information from the 
) t ther, « informant nformation to a 
( ficer \ n turn, tne information | 
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to Agent Connolly. Wh. 1 the use of double hearsay in a 
wirctap application is not to be €ncouraged, it does not 
automatically render the affidavit fatally defective, 
United States v. Fioreila, 468 F.2d 688, 691-692 (2 Cir. 
1972). The test to be applied is whether the information | 
furnished by each informant, taken in the light of the 
totality of the circumstances, can reasonably be said to be 
reliable, Id, Here, as Stated, the informants had pre- 
viously given accurate information to the poli -. In ac- 
dition, the informants with considerable de’ Ll related 

their personal observations of and contacts with the defen- 
dants and extensively described admissions of criminal 

ctivity by the defendants. The S€parate accounts of the 

hree informants tend to corroborate Cach other and inde- 


3 


pendent investigations by local fe and federal agents | 


irmed several material aspects of the informants' 


Under these circumstances, the affidavit must be | 


deemed sufficient to support a Finding of probable cause for 


the wiretap order, See United States Vv. Harris, 403 U.S. 573 
at tates v. Harris 
971); Aguilar v. Texas, supra; Jones v. United States, 362 
-S. 257 (1960); United States v, Welebir, 496 
whited stat 


Cir. 1974); United States v, Fiorella, supra; United States 
Nt orecita t a ESEES 


- ae. ee = > “ ~ ne . . > H 
vs steed, 465 F.2d 1310 (2 Cir.), cert. cenied, 409 U.s. 
1073 (1972); United States v, Sultén, supra; United States v. | 
Ren EES Ve 

| 

santuzzs, 463 7.26 683 (2 Cir. 1972); united States ex rel, 
SEES EX Tel, 

Hveaio v. Cass os, 4.5 F.2d 632 (2 Cis. 1971), 

' 

we The defendants next érgue that the wiretap 
-(,- 
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lication did not include the requisite "full and complete 
it as to whether or not’ other investigative proce- 


have Leen tried and failed or why they reasonably 


appear to be unlikely to succeed if tried or to be too 


dangerous $ U.S.C. § 25181) (ec). also oC, 
rt of their positic the defen- 


language in in paragraph 


ive techniques such as 
reco? 


J, therefore, 


munications is the 


Tuis 
4«¢ a 

is i 

Moreover, 

ry subpoe¢naeg 
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nly serve to put these irdividuals 
on notice of pending investigation and 
severtly reduce the potential success of 


Q 


would 


the investigation, Experience has shown 
that raids anc scarches of individuals 
opcrating a policy book have not in tne 
past resultec in gathcring sufficient 
physical or other evidence to prove all 


clements of the offenses part’ culerly when 
cuals irvolved in yperatioan co 
ce 


sicaliy Ccngage in the action o 


tho 


cords are 


frequently 


o 
ation 
Apel ol 


Yolice Ren 
refuse to 


§ oCcéus 


Conr 


14 
contro 


rejected, 
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(E.D.N.Y. 1972). 


the defen- 


ssail the government's mpliance with the require- 


for the submission ; ; and the return 


s report 
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the government to seek the assistance of Judge 


o file a 


- 948 (1972). In any event 


» even 


‘Yr, Suppression would be in- 


tapes is not questioned 


we 


A 79 


Judge Newman authorized an extension of the originel order 
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1 


and the service of tiie inventories until May 25, 1973. 
Three days prior to the termination date, Judge Murphy 
grantec a further extension of the order and set July 16, 
1973 as the final date for the service of the inventories. 


The government served the notice inventories on these de- 


Despite defendants’ contentions, it seems clear that 
the government complied with the provisions of § 2518(8) (3). 
lot . nment £ + erui 
40WUS pOSstponment of tne sé ice 


of notice as a result of extensions of the original wiretap 


rder. Since the defendants received the notice invertories 
i ceadlir te of July 16, 1°75, the ga rn- 
> £ | 
eke P 
cee se 
36 «((D. 
' - 
a ee 2 i 
, 
: re a tas eT ee ee ee" ‘eee 
lee A » #Clil, ANCr 2, aA Ss, 
P n n the lication an A e but whose con- 
+i C - rine the nee o n len 
c ing t ce Ss, lso 
nr =< S| ar e - e DR9 \/¢ be or rr 
i e ae ulvu)(c). inc gover nt 
c + ¢ ¢ Aantenc A+ die not eceive sh i * 
cf al el t documents and materials unti 
Se a na 2 er ‘ *. 
. » two mont a,ter fc 4 in tuis case 
a aime al tiie SP aadadhe * we - } 
\ y a gr a jury. 1owever, it excuses the delzy 
r ~ >| ! e cr ' ' 
vier t gro that these defendants were "unknown 


the time the wiretap applic 
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ior and order were filed 


identities were confirmed by 


ce w 


before the Court supports the government's 


been presented to indicate that 


Adams were known to 


énc Acams 


in the meaning of Title I 


disclosure of thei @s at 


ded by judges 


onths 
months 


luded anc 
Ss returned 


since probable 


Appendix X 
,ir.), ecrt denied, 414 


F. Supp. 
1975); L itec States v. Chiarizio, 
667-672. 
event, even assuming these defendants failed 
suppression of the evidence 


urwarran Not ¢vcry failur™ to comply fully 


the requirements of Ti renders the interception 


States v. Chavez, supra Unlike the 
1ivemert concerning authorization for a wiretan, 
states v. Gior 6 505 (1974), it does 


post-int for is a central 


mn purposes 
notice to those who 
ercepted and to afford any 

to pursue an apnronriate 


£ 


of prejudice, 


information, 
intercepted conver- 


tie cefendents for the 
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purposes of pre-trial motions and defenses at trial. Cf, 
states v. Cirillo, 499 F.2d 072, 662-803 (2 Cir.), 
(1974). Moreover, there has 
showing that the government deliberately ignored 
ce requirements of the statute or that it faiied to 


inventories in order to gain a tactical advantage, 


Conmare 


on United Stat Eastman, 465 F.2d 1057 (3 Cir. 1972).! 


| 
ippress the wiretap evidence under these circumstances 


¢ 


) unnecessarily undermine and subvert the legis- 


United States v. LaGorga, supra op. at 


Suppress items seized in 
23 West Street, New London, 
that the warrant was issued with- 


reasons: (1) the informant named 


demonstrated to be "reliable"; and 


so certified to in- 


ant s story. These 


constitutional pro- 


Vv. Texas, 


United States v, Sulten, supra, 463 


states v. Dunnings, cunra, 4.5 


he underlying circumstances set 
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forth in the affidavit cid not suffer from staleness. The 
e{Ficsvit detailed the on-going, illegel business relation- 
ship between cefendane Lell end defendant Valeriano, and 


the doings of the criminal enterprise just a few 


before the search. While it is true that probable 


is@ cuvindles with the nassage of time when the affidavit 


re"ers to an isolated violation, the time element becomes 


thoy 


‘gnificant “where the affidavit properly recites facts 


néicating activity of a nrotracted and continuous nature, 
1 course of conduct. .. ." United States v. Johnson, 


, 287 (10 Cir. 1972); see also United States v 


“ris, 402 F.2d 1115, 1119 (3 Cir. 1973); United States Vv. 
sontor, 32 - Supp. 561, 566 (E.D.?2, 1971), aff'd, 470 
v.2d £90 (3 1972) Viewed in its entirety, the affi- 
Cavit was i Fic t to support the issuance of the search 
\ rant 
C. Lefend own moves to suppress her testimony 
before the grand jury on October 10, 1973, claiming that at 
the tim c was t fully apprised of her rights as re- 
quired | liranda v, Ari a, 354 U.S. 1965) and its 
yrageny. § tue government represents that none of the 
efendants' testimony before the grand jury will be usee et 
t be 4 tic denied, without prejudice, 
5 With the exception of defendant Vale lano, all the 
te for ¢ Cisclosure of the minutes of the 


“particularized need", the motions are denied, Rule 6(e), 
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| 


v7. R. Crim. T., Unitec States v. Procter & Gamble Co,, 


56 U.S. 577, 605 (1955); United States v. Budzanoski, 
2 ¥.2d 443, 454 (3 Cir. 1972); cf. United States v. 
Youngblood, 379 F.2d 355 (2 Cir. 1967). In addition, the 


ants’ request for an in camera inspection of the 


granc jury minutes is denied, absent a showing that their 


Estepa claim possesses any substance. United States ve 


452 7.24 607, €12 (2. Cir.), cert. denied, 414 U.S. 


Be Tue defendants’ motions for bills of particulars 


are denied, except that the governmert shall answer the 


arfgrap’ to, under Count One; 


agvapis Nos. 7 and 9 under Count Two; 


-| 
'¢ , r ‘ 
8. ano 9 uncer Overt Acts. 
' 
' 
C. The defendant Kinsler's supplemental motion for 
overy | inspection is denied; the defendant's argu- | 
| 
é ce & the authority of the special strike force 
t pear anc presert evidence in this case to the 
jusy is Sorecloseed by tie wuling of the Second Circuit | 


Ir se Suirorna of itysico, $22 7.2d 41 (2 Cir. 1975), 
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